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ANNOUNCEMENTS 
Faculty Senate 
April 22, 1985 
1349 
1. Remarks from Vice President and Provost Martin. 
2. Correction to Senate Minutes 1347. 
3. Remarks from Chairperson Boots. 
CALENDAR 
4. 391 1984-85 Report from the Committee on Admission and Retention (see 
Appendix A). Docketed in regular order. Docket 330. 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
5. Report from the nomination committee. 
6. Informal report from the General Education Committee. 
7. Informal report from the Educational Policies Commission (see Appendix B). 
8. Informal report from the Honors Committee. 
9. Informal report from the Instructional Resources and Needs Committee. 
DOCKET 
10. 386 · 325 Accepted the amended request from the Department of English 
Language and Literature regarding an ad hoc university 
writing committee. 
11. 389 328 Accepted the amended report from the Academic Calendar Committee. 
The University Faculty Senate was called to order at 3:30 p.m., April 22, 1985, 
in the Board Room by Chairperson Boots. 
Present: Baum, Boots, Dowell, Duea, Erickson, Glenn, Goulet, Hallberg, Heller, 
Kelly, Krogmann, Patton, Peterson, Remington, Sandstrom, Stockdale(~ officio). 
Alternates: Davis for Evenson, Pershing for Story. 
Absent: Elmer and Richter. 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
.. 
• 
1. Vice President and Provost Martin said the Board of Regents approved the 
Institute for Educational Leadership proposal. The UNI Institute for Environmental 
Education is being studied in committee, and we are guardedly hopeful that it will 
be approved. The curriculum proposals will be submitted in May. 
2. The Chair announced a correction to Senate Minutes 1347. Professor Tieh-Cheng 
Chin is a library bibliographer not a biographer. 
3. The Chair said she would be attending a conference on Quality in American 
Higher Education in California May 2-4. She will be attending panels entitled 
"Increasing Faculty Involvement: How Much Can We Ask and \~hat Are the Incentives?" 
and "Literacy in the Humanities and Sciences: Do \~e Strike the Balance?" 
She will be sharing the information when she returns. 
CALENDAR 
4. 391 The 1984-85 Report from the Committee on Admission and Retention (see 
Appendix A). 
Erickson/Peterson moved to docket in regular order. Motion passed. Docket 330. 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS 
5. Senator Sandstrom, chair of the nominating committee, announced the nominees 
for Chair of the Senate; they are I1yra Boots and Peter Goulet. He announced 
the nominees for Vice Chairperson; they are Marian Krogmann and Diane Baum. 
The election of officers will be at the May 6 meeting. 
6. Darrel Davis, chair of the General Education Committee, reported the 
committee has completed the faculty survey and conducted open hearings this year. 
They are now writing guidelines for courses and categories and hope to complete 
this task by the end of the spring semester. 
7. Lynn Brant, member of the Educational Policies Commission, presented a 
prepared report on grade inflation. See Appendix B for this report. 
Hallberg said he hopes all departments spend some time discussing grading as it 
is an important component of teaching. 
Krogmann said some discussion was important because in lower-level courses there 
tends to be more Ds and Fs given than upper-level or major courses because of 
the types and level of students being taught. 
Hallberg said he appreciated the report. He felt it was well presented anci con-
tained data that gave him a better understanding of grade distribution and 
averages. 
8. Dean Talbott, chair of the Honors Committee, reported the committee has 
studied various honors programs around the country, they have interviewed 
recipients of different types of honors scholarships, and they have been 
assured of funding for the program. The outline of the program needs to be 
completed. Recruitment for the 1986-87 year will begin this June. 
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9. Aurelia Klink, chair of the Instructional Resources and Needs Committee, 
reported a survey was mailed to 413 faculty and 180 were returned. The 
survey was in two parts. Part one listed the available resources and the 
areas in which they were located. Part two listed potential resources. The 
survey ranked the available resource areas as: 1. Library, 2. Educational 
Media Services and equally used were Academic Computing Services and the 
Curriculum Laboratory. 
Heller said the available resources were for students and the faculty used 
them. He asked where one goes to learn how to do a better job in using the 
tools available or to learn to be a better teacher. 
LaRocque said the responses on the survey indicated that was of very little 
importance to the faculty. 
Goulet sAid that in each of the available resource areas, consultation was 
possible. 
Hallberg said there didn't seem to be a large consensus for a center. 
The Chair said she would meet with the committee, and she would ask Senator 
Sandstrom if he could join them in assisting the committee to bring a summary 
s ta temen t to the Senate. 
DOCKET 
10. 386 325 A request from the Department of English Language and Literature 
concerning a writing skills course. 
Goulet/Heller moved to accept the report. 
Grace Ann Hovet spoke to the request. She said the Senate in 1977 approved the 
creation of the Writing Competency Exam. The department feels the exam has done 
a good job, but one writing example does not meet the graduate's needs to be able 
to write on a variety of modes and types. At the national, state and local level, 
there is a concern for improved writing capabilities. The SCUP report and the 
General Education Survey request a return to required writing courses. The 
department asks that the committee not be under the jurisdiction of the General 
Education Committee. 
The Chair asked \-layne King if he cared to speak to the proposal. 
King said he was in support of what was said with an additional component. He 
said students will need individualized instruction as they develop their 
writing skills, and the writing center he was suggesting is a concept not a 
physical place. He feels students will need additional support as writing 
across the curriculum increases. The center would also be a resource for 
the faculty. He also requested that an eighth member be assigned to the 
committee. That member would be from the Learning Skills Center. 
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Jan Robbins said he could appreciate what Wayne King was saying and would accept 
their request as a friendly amendment under Part 2, Item C, an addition of 
number 4, "To study the desirability of establishing a writing center to support 
the development of student writing throughout their academic course work, at 
all levels and across all disciplines." He would also accept the second proposal 
of expanding the committee to eight if the representative from the Learning 
Skills Center was ~ officio and non-voting. 
Barbara Lounsberry said the writing committee looked first at an ideal writing 
program, but they had to be realistic and that is the reason for the request 
under Part 2. These items are listed in rank order: Item A needs to be 
immediate, Item B will take a little longer, and Item C is the on-going work. 
Goulet said the Learning Skills Center exists separately from the committee and 
it seems there needs to be coordination between the two groups. 
Evelyn Wood said the Learning Skills Center people work very closely with the 
Writing Competency Task Force. They sit in on their meetings and help with 
reading decisions. The Learning Skills Center deals with all levels of learning 
in various areas. The University Writing Committee's primary function is to 
address the writing needs. The Learning Skills Center should be included on the 
committee in Part 2, Item C. 
Hallberg asked if the cost of this proposal had been submitted. Curricular 
proposals are required to submit a budget. 
King said he was a member of the faculty and wondered why the Learning Skills 
Center representative would be non-voting. 
Robbins said he had no problem if the representative had faculty status. His 
concern was having a non-faculty person voting on faculty concerns. 
The question was called. The proposal as amended was passed. 
The Chair said she will establish the committee. 
11. 389 328 A report from the Committee on Academic Calendars. 
Erickson/Goulet moved to accept the report. 
The Chair suggested the Senate discuss the guidelines item by item and vote on 
the package at the end of the discussion. 
I tern 1: 
Baum asked if makeup snow days had been discussed. 
Geadelmann said they had not talked about mandatory snow makeup days. 
Baum asked that this be amended to 7 5 scheduled ins true tiona! days. 
Krogmann asked how does this calendar compare with the University of Iowa. 
Geadelmann said it was essentially comparable. 
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Duea asked how student teaching will be handled when schools start following 
Labor Day. 
Geadelmann said they have talked to Marc Mahlios, and he said they \.rould not 
follow the same calendar. 
Duea asked if it is possible the university in time will be required to start 
after Labor Day. 
Vice President Martin said the university would resist a legislative mandate 
vigorously. 
I terns 2 and 3: 
Hallberg said items 2 and 3 could be taken together. He asked if this was done 
for a reason or because it was aesthetic. 
Geadelmann said that on the survey both faculty and students expressed problems 
with split finals week. 
Goulet said there was also a problem with evening classes. 
Davis said this would also give the students a weekend to study before finals. 
Baum asked what the last possible date was that we would use for Saturday 
graduation before we would revert back a week and when classes start in January. 
The Chair said she would ask the committee to establish a rule for ending dates 
in December and beginning dates in January. 
Krogmann said she would like to see finals spread over the whole week. 
Patton said one of the problems is that large classes offered late in the week 
don't give Academic Computing Services time to handle the grades. 
Hallberg asked if commencement held before finals is a problem. 
Geadelmann said the survey indica ted the faculty want commencement after the finals. 
Peterson asked if on Item 2 what kind of extended hours for the Library are 
requested as they already extend their hours. 
Geadelmann said that request came from UNISA and was shared with the Library 
before it was included. 
Item 4: 
Baum said because of public school altering their calendar, break could be in 
the eleventh week of the semester. She suggested that this be changed to 
"If Cedar Falls' break is within a week of the middle of our semester, we 
have it in conjunction, if not it be held at the midpoint of our semester." 
Pershing said she teaches a half-semester course, and every spring she has 
trouble with students who think her class doesn't start until after spring 
break. 
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Heller asked Baum why a break at the eleventh week woulrl be a problem. 
Glenn said it would create problems for scheduling activities. 
Hallberg said having breaks at different times would keep families from doing 
things together. 
Stockdale said there was a strong show of support for having them coordina teo 
in the survey. 
I tern 5: 
Baum asked why the faculty should be required to be on duty Thursday before 
classes start if they aren't advisers. 
Goulet said the statement wasn't necessary as advisers are here as a matter of 
course. 
The Chair said if all faculty aren't required to be on duty, it may be difficult 
to get advisers. 
Stockdale said the reason was to help students trying to get into classes. 
Faculty needed to be available but not necessarily on campus. 
Brown said everything after the first sentence coulrl be stricken. The Senate 
should not be in the business of telling the residence halls when they should 
be open. 
Stockdale said university orientation is something everyone should think about 
and support. He didn' t feel having the paragraph included would be a problem. 
Hallberg/Davia moved the Senate continue debate for 15 more minutes as they have 
been in session for over two hours. Motion passed. 
I terns 6 and 7: 
No comment. 
The Chair reviewed the recommended amendments. 
Item 1: Baum/Gouletmoved to change the wording to, .. 75 scheduled instructional 
days... Motion passed. 
I tern 4: Baum/Goule t moved to change the wording to, .. Spring break should be 
concurrent with Cedar Falls if that break is not more than two weeks different 
than mid-semester time. If it is, break should be at the mid-semester ... 
Motion failed. 
I tern 5: Brown/Erickson moved an amendment to strike everything except the 
first sentence. 
Hallberg/Patton moved an amendment to the amendment to delete the second sentence 
only. Motion failed. 
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Original motion to strike everything after the first sentence was called. 
Motion passed. 
Davis/Hall berg moved to extend the meeting to complete the topic at hand. Motion 
passed. 
Krogmann asked if these were guidelines or rules. 
Geadelmann said they are the principles to be followed so they don' t have to 
bring the calendar back to the Senate every year. 
Goulet/Glenn moved the Academic Calendar Committee be a standing committee. 
Motion passed. 
The Chair thanked the committee for their work. 
The Senate adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Mary Engen, 
Secretary 
These minutes shall stand approved as published unless corrections or protests 
are filed with the secretary of the Senate within two weeks of this date, 
Wednesday, May 1, 1985. 
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APPENDIX A 
1m1 University of Northern Iowa 1!!!1 Office of the Registrar Cedar F..U.. . lo""·3. ~0614 
T~lephor:e (31 9 ) 273· ~241 
TO: 
FROn: 
Professor · ~ra Boots, Chair 
University Faculty Senate 
Juanita \/right, Chair 
Philip L. Patton, Secretary 
Connittec on Adwissions and Retention 
SUBJECT: 1984 Co@nittee Annual Report 
DATE: Apri 1 11, 1985 
Attached is the annual report of t he Cor.~mittee on Ad,issi on and Re tenti on f :Jr 
the calendar year 1984. The report is statistical in nature and sinilar to 
the previous report submitted to the University Faculty Senate. 
Representatives of the Committee will be present at your meeting t o discuss 
this report and to answer any questions senators nay have. He therefore subnit 
this annual report of the Conmittee on Admissions and Retention to the University 
Faculty Senate. 
Member 
Janice Abel 
JoAnn Anderson 
Dean Don Carver 
David Duncan 
Patricia Geadelmann 
Paul Ke 1 so 
Thomas Little 
Dean Robert Norin 
Philip Patton 
Mary Ann Renz 
Larry Routh 
Dean Roy Saigo 
Pete Sidwell 
Hike Thomas 
Dean Thomas Thompson 
Dean Robert Haller 
Jack Wi elenga 
Juanita llri ght 
Robert llya tt 
Mahmood Yousefi 
19!34 
COI·INITTEE 0!: ADII! SSIQI; A': n r! C" [ !!T!G!I 
l·i!:rtBE RSH I ? 
Area of P.eoresentation 
Office of Acader.ic Advising 
Educational Opportur.ity ?r o~ran 
De an of Educati on 
College of t!atural Sciences 
Assistant VP for Acadenic Affairs 
Office of Student Research 
College of Education 
College of Social & Behavioral Sc ie nce 
Ofrice of the Reg1s trar 
Connunication ~ Tt:eatre Arts Departnent 
Counseling Center 
College of Natural Science 
Office of Financial Aids 
Eduational Opportunity Progran 
Co11ege of Hunanities & Fine Arts 
School of Business 
Office of Adnissions 
Educational Opportunity Progran 
School of Business 
College of Social and Behavioral Sciences 
APPENDIX A (cont.) 
7A3L£ I 
PE RCE t~T Gi Ut. UERGR.',[H:AftS 
IUVOLVED IN WARNlUGS, PRGBAT!O ~ S . 0~ SUSPE ~S l U~S 
I 
C:O ~·:! :iiTEE Oil IID!! ISS! O'l ANO RETENT!Otl SC :ESTERS liARN I NGS PROBATim;s I:AP. :!I I:S S PROB AT I Q ~ :S S~ S P E:. SL '.S 
During At End Durin g At End Cane Ca nt Knv d Cant 
Explanation of Tables Sem of Sem Sem of Seo 
FALL 
1972 3.4 6.0 4.3 4.5 1.4 1.4 1.2 2.8 C.42 
TABLE I 1973 2.7 6.4 4.4 5.7 0 . 9 1.3 1. 1 3.0 0 . 39 
1974 2.B 6.6 4.4 5.3 1. 0 1.3 0.9 2.9 1. 20 
Academic suspension is for no specific period, but readmission is not 1975 3.2 7.7 5.1 6.7 1.0 1.3 0.5 3. 6 2 .. 25 
usually granted before t he student has been out of college fer at least 1976 3.3 6.8 4.8 5.1 1.2 1.4 1.1 2. 8 1. 9~· 
one academic semester. Students under academic suspension must apply for 1977 2.7 7.5 4.1 5.4 l. O 1.1 0 .5 2.8 1. :3 
readmission. Some students are permitted immediate readmission provided 1978 3.5 7.9 4.5 5.8 1.2 1.5 C.7 2.8 l . t2 
the cause of deficient pe • fornance has been removed and successful per- 1979 4.0 7.2 4 . 6 5.1 1.6 1.3 0 .9 2. 5 2 
forr.lilnce can be assumed. All percents refer to t he total un dergraduate 1980 3.8 7.6 4.9 5.0 1.4 1. 6 1. 0 2. 3 
student body. 1981 3.7 7.7 4.2 4.2 1.5 1.4 0 .8 2. 2 
1982 3.6 7.3 4.2 4.4 1.5 1.4 0 . 9 2.2 
Read the first l i ne like this: In the fall semester 1972, 3.4% of th~ 1983 4.7 7.7 3.5 4.8 2.2 1.5 0. 7 2.1 l. l 
student body began the seoester on a warning, at the end of which 1.4% 1984 4.4 8.8 3.3 4.3 1.5 2.2 0, 6 2.5 1. £: 
had the warning cancelled , 1.4% had it continued, and enough more r eceived 
warnings to bring the total a t the end of the semeste r to 6.01. Read the SPRING 
probations in the same way. 
1972 6.8 4. 9 4.2 3.6 3.0 3.0 l.O 2. 7 C.3 7 
1973 5.6 3.g 4.8 3.8 2.6 2.2 1.0 3 . 0 l. l~ 
1974 5.6 3.8 5.2 3.9 2.7 1.9 0. 7 3.0 2 . -i:' 
TABLE II 1975 6. 0 5.1 5 .8 5.3 2.2 2.5 0.8 3.4 2 .. 16 
1976 6.9 5.3 6.7 6.0 2.5 2.6 1.1 4. 0 2. 76* 
Grade indices are expressed in quartiles for ea ch undergraduate classi- 1977 6.2 4.8 5.2 5.1 2.3 2.3 0.7 3.3 2 ' .... .--
fication and for all undergraduates. 1978 7.1 5.5 5.4 5.6 2.3 2.7 0.6 3.3 3 " "* , LO 
1979 7.3 5.7 5.7 4.7 2.6 3.0 0 .7 3. 0 2 .6 0 .. 
1980 6.9 5.6 6.0 4.9 2.3 2.9 1.0 3.1 2.9 6 
1981 7.0 5.4 5.4 4.3 2.9 2.6 0 .8 2.7 2. 57 
TABLE III 1982 7.1 5.5 5.3 4.3 2.7 2.9 0. 9 2. 8 2.71 
1983 6.9 5.2 5.5 4.4 2.5 2.7 0 .9 2.9 2. 6!) 
This table shows the actual number of students placed into the warning, 19ll4 7.4 6.0 4.7 4.2 2.6 3,3 1.0 2.0 2.75 
probation, and suspension categories for 1984. It also shows the action 
taken on applications for readmission for 1984. SUI·1fiER 
1972 3.2 2.9 5.0 3.8 1.6 1.5 1.0 3.5 0.46 
1973 2.3 2.7 5.0 4.2 0.6 1.5 l.O 4.0 0. 10 
1974 1.9 1.7 3.4 2.9 o. 7 0.8 0.6 2. 6 0.22 
1975 1.8 2.1 3.3 2.5 0.8 0.9 0 .4 2.4 0 .62 
1976 2.8 3.2 5.4 4.3 1.3 1.3 1.0 3 .9 1.1 9 
1977 3.0 3.6 5.3 4.4 1.1 1.7 0.4 4. 2 0. 5( 
1978 3.3 3.5 5.8 5.2 1.2 1. 9 0. 6 4.7 0 .90* 
1979 2.9 3.9 4.6 3.5 1.0 1. 5 0.9 3.1 0.76* 
1980 2.4 2.5 3.4 2.7 0.9 1. 3 0.5 2.4 0.47 
1981 3.3 3.9 5.1 4.0 1.2 2.0 c. 7 3.9 0 .46 
1982 3.7 4.2 3.9 3.2 1.4 1.9 0.7 2.8 0.47 
1983 3.8 4.6 4.0 3.2 1.1 2.5 0.~ 2.9 0 .62 
1984 5.0 4.8 3.9 .;,2 1.7 3.0 0.5 2.9 03£ 
*Includes those eli gi ble ' ~ r 
imned iat~ react~iss1 o n 
Quarti les 
All 03 
Under- n 
graduates Q1 
Seniors Q3 
M 
Q1 
Juniors Q3 
11 
Q1 
Sophomores Q3 
II 
Q1 
Freshmen Q3 
H 
Q1 
APPENDIX A (cont.) 
TABLE II 
UUDERGRADUATE GRADE HlDICES AT THE END 
OF FALL smESTERS 
1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 
----------------------
3.33 3.31 3.29 3.25 3. 29 3.27 3.29 3.26 3. 29 3.27 3.20 
2.86 2.79 2.77 2.75 2.75 2.73 2. 79 2.75 2. 77 2. 75 2. 71 
2.25 2.18 2.22 2.17 2.14 2.10 2.17 2.14 2.19 2.17 2.17 
3.56 3.53 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.47 3.44 3.45 3.44 
3.17 3.15 3.08 3.09 3.08 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
2.73 2.67 2.56 2.53 2.53 2.43 2.53 2.50 2.53 2.48 2.47 
3.44 3.42 3.38 3.38 3.38 3.36 3.36 3.33 3.31 3. 29 3.28 
3.00 2.94 2.93 2.94 2.87 2.92 2.88 2.1l5 2.83 2.83 2.82 
2.54 2.44 2.26 2.41 2.33 2.27 2.33 2.31 2.29 2.34 2.31 
3.27 3.33 3.27 3.24 3.28 3.27 3.31 3.25 3.23 3.24 3.07 
2.82 2.87 2.78 2.75 2.80 2.75 2.83 2.77 2.75 2. 71 2.67 
2.25 2.29 2.27 2.25 2.24 2.19 2.31 2.23 2.24 2.20 2.14 
3.00 3.00 3.06 3.00 3.00 2.94 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 2.95 
2.50 2.44 2.53 2.47 2.42 2.42 2.47 2.46 2.50 2.43 2.42 
1.93 1.87 2.00 2.00 1.92 1.88 1.92 1.92 1.92 1.93 1.91 
TABLE I!! 
STUDEUT PROBAT! ONS, WARtll NGS, AND SUSPEilSI OriS 
X 0 2C 3A 3C 8C 9 
--
Spring 1984 178 569 7 129 198 63 261 
Summer 1984 17 149 4 12 7<1 36 15 
Fall 1984 70 893 11 189 !53 77 190 
ACT!OilS Oil APPLICATIONS FOR READIHSS!Oil 
Codes: 
'){ 
0 
(1/1/84 through 12/31/84) 
Spring 1984 
Sumr.Jer 1984 
Fall 1984 
TOTALS 
Readmits* 
81 
34 
74 
189 
*Includes immediate readmissions 
Removed from academic prObation 
llarni ng 
Denials 
16 
5 
24 
45 
Probation (Transfer probation given at time of admission) 
2 Probation (Transfer probation given at time of admission) 
2C Continued on probation (transfer probation) 
3A Placed on academic probation 
Tota 1 
1405 
314 
1533 
3C Continued on probation (3A changes to 3C when the student is 
eligible to return after one semester under 3A) 
8C Probation readmission after suspension 
9 Academic suspension 
EDUCATIONAL POLICIES COMMISSION REPORT 
April 22, 1985 
T'ne Educational Policies Co=ission has examined the data provided by 
Gerald Bisbey concerning the Spring 1984 avera~e undergraduate grades 
listed by department and colleges. The average grades by department range 
from about 2.2 to 3.8. The very existence of such a large range ancVor the 
existence of such high average grades at the upper end of this range 
suggests to some persons that a problem exists. There is the immediate 
impression, or implication, that some departments must lack rigor in their 
courses andVor grading policies; however, different departments serve 
different populations of the student body and perform quite different kinds 
of teaching. Therefore, it would seem reasonable that a significant range 
of grades (determined as a departmental average) should exist. To what 
degree some departmental averages do reflect lack of rigor or lenient 
grading policies cannot be ascertained from these data alone. 
The E.P.C. has attempted to identify factors which might be at work 
here. We also sent letters to the departments comprising the upper and 
lower quartiles asking for their reasons why their grades deviated so much 
fr0111 the average. Six of the 16 departments re~. ~r <Dservations 
are summarized here: 
l. The average grade in a particular class depends upon many things, 
including a conscious on unconscious placement of the average ("where it 
ought to be") by the instructor. Although individual grades can 
distinguish among students, the class average is a poor indicator of 
student learning and instructor effectiveness. Low average grades could 
just as reascnably be used to demonstrate poor teaching as high average 
grades could be used to deronstrate a lack of rigor in the course content. 
2. From department to department, there are considerable differences 
APPENDIX B 
in the number of student credit hours (cr the percenta~es of student cr~3lt 
hours) involved L'l lower-level ~ ur:per-level courses, general education 
courses, and courses required for majors in other departments. The degree 
of var i ous forms of "weeding out" of poor students prior to taking some 
departments' courses (including courses in other departments) contribute to 
the differa.ces in average grades among departr.ents. 
3. Some departments with the highest averages are soo:1ewhat 
un~sual with respect to their purpose, student body, andVor evaluation 
methods. For instance, the average student grade for the Office of Student 
Field Experiences apparently does not include the vas~ rrajority of studa'lts 
(graded on a credit/no credit basis) evaluated by tr~t office. In the 
fall 1984 semester the grades of only five students in that department "'"' " 
listed: and those are exchange students from institutions requiring a 
letter grade. 
In another, department some reasons given for high grades included 1.) 
reliance upon adjunct instructors, who in turn, believe their continued 
employment depended upon student evaluations, and 2.) the course is "primarily 
designed to address affective rather than cognitive or behavioral change". 
4. After the factors listed above are accounted for, there, 
undoubtedly, would remain a residual caused by a lack of consistency in 
assigning grades. Determining the magnitude of this residual would be a 
major undertaking. Although some lack of consistency is reflected by the 
graph, not all, or perhaps not even most, of the departmental differences 
are caused by this factor. 
Lack of consistency in assigning grades over time can cause •grade 
inflation~ The average undergraduate grades for: the spring semesters of 
1968 and 1973 through 1984 are plotted on the attached graph. Although the 
1968 averages are much below those of 1973-84, the 73-84 averages sho~ a 
decline and lev~ling out. It a~ars that there is no grade inflation at 
this time, but some may feel the averages are too high. Comparing average 
grades today with those of the 60's is difficult because, as was pointed 
out by one departr:>ent head, of the very lenient policies we now have 
allowing students to drop courses late in the semester. Permitting failing 
students to drop courses late in the ser:>ester need not affect the grades of 
the majority of the students but ~ay result in a significant rise in the 
average grade for the class. Other differences from the 1960's also exist. 
We fOlli'Xl the differences bet..,een the grades of men and wor.1en 
interesting. From the Viet Nam war era until now, these differez'lCes remain 
fairly constant. 
The issues of grade inflation and differences among depart~~nts raise 
a question: should there be some sort of grading standard across the 
University, for all courses,and for the faculty? Each of us involved in 
assigning grades has a perspective of the meaning of grades, and we know 
the unique aspects of our own courses and individual classes. If such a 
standard were applied, how rigid should it be? Who should establish it? 
Would such a standard produce better-educated students and further the 
goals and purposes of the University? We en the E.P.C. do not suggest any 
answers to these questions, but we would point out that at least one 
department at the high end of the scale is taking steps to bring their 
grades toward the averages of the other departments. Perhaps, if 
permitted, the problem, if one exists, will cure itself, especially if the 
average grades are p.t>lished. 
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APPENDIX 
(not part of original re port ) ! 
Here are two examples which illustrate how much effect a late-drop 
policy can have on class averages. 
Let us assume a class of 100 students with the following grade assignrr. · 
10 A's 
20 B's 
40 C's 
20 D's 
10 F's 
40 pts 
60 
80 
20 
00 
200 pts/ credit hour • 2.00 
If we allow half the D's a~d all the F's to drop, the average rises to 
2 . 38, and if all D's and F's are allowed to drop, the average rises to 
a value of 2.57. 
Another class : 
15 A's 
25 B's 
45 C's 
10 D's 
5 F's 
60 pts 
75 pts 
90 pts 
10 pts 
o. pts 
235 pts/ credit hour • 2.35 average 
Allow half the D's and all the F's to drop, we see that the total 
number of points only drops by 5, giving an average grade of 2.55 
to the remaining 90 students . 
If all the D's and F's drop, the average rises to 2 . 65 . 
